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ELIMINATION REPORT 

MOBIL MINING AND MINERALS COMPANY 

(THE FORMER MATHIESON CHEMICAL COMPANY) 

PASADENA, TEXAS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Department of Energy (DOE), Office of Nuclear Energy, Office 

of Remedial Action and Waste Technology, Division of Facility and Site 

Decommissioning Projects (and/or predecessor offices and divisions), 

has reviewed the past activities conducted on behalf of the Atomic 

Energy Commission (AEC) at the former Mathieson Chemical Company (now 

Mobil Mining and Minerals Company), Pasadena, Texas. A preliminary 

radiological survey revealed some residual contamination in a sink and 

drain line that exceeds current DOE radiological guidelines.' 

However, on the basis of a review of available historical information, 

DOE has determined that it does not have legal authority to conduct 

remedial actions at this site. Therefore, this site will not be 

included in the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program 

(FuSRAP). 

This report presents information on the radiological status of the 

site and summarizes the results of DOE's authority investigation. 

Although the contamination exceeds guidelines, it does not pose a 

measurable radiological hazard to site occupants or the general public 

under current conditions of site usage. 

lU.S. Department of Energy Guidelines for Residual Radioactivity at 
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program and Remote Surplus 
Facilities Management Program Sites (Rev. 1, July 1985). 



This elimination report will be archived by DOE through the 

Assistant Secretary for Management and Administration. A copy of this 

package will be available for public review between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 

p.m., Monday through Friday (except Federal holidays), at the DOE 

Public Reading Room located in Room lE-190 of the Forrestal Building, 

1000 Independence Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 

BACKGROUND 

Site Function 

Mathieson Chemical Company had one of a number of research and 

development contracts let by AEC from mid-1951 to mid-1953 to develop 

processes for extracting uranium from the wet-process phosphoric acid 

stream of a phosphate fertilizer plant. The specific objective of the 

Mathieson work was to appraise the feasibility of the ammonia 

neutralization process developed by the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. The work included bench-scale pilot plant operations that 

produced less than 50 pounds of uranium. 

Site Description 

The site is located on the Houston Ship Channel near Pasadena, 

Texas. The pilot plant was located in a single 12 x 14 ft. room in a 

one-story building used as a process development facility and analysis 

laboratory. The equipment was removed after the project was completed 

(about 1955). The disposition of this material has not been 

determined. The room currently contains an L-shaped laboratory bench 

(with sink) running along two walls and a chemical hood located on a 

third wall. The room is now being used for storage of janitorial 

equipment. 

Mathieson Chemical Company became Olin Mathieson Chemical 

Corporation in August 1954. In September 1969, the name was changed 
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to Olin Corporation. In 1979, the site was acquired by Pasadena 

Chemical Corporation, a subsidiary of Mobil Oil Corporation. Pasadena 

was absorbed by its parent company in 1983 and the name of the 

facility was changed to Mobil Mining and Minerals Company. The site 

is still used for fertilizer production. 

Radiological History and Status 

Oak Ridge Operations Office and Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

personnel visited the site on November 18, 1977. Results of this 

preliminary survey indicated the presence of low-level contamination 

in the sink and drain. Although no real exposure potential exists 

under present use, DOE recommended that these structures, when 

removed, be handled as contaminated material, and disposed of at an 

approved burial site. In May 1980, Pasadena Chemical Corporation 

indicated to DOE that the contaminated structures would be disposed of 

in the appropriate manner if the structure were modified. 

The Texas Department of Health conducted a gamma radiation survey 

of the AEC pilot plant area on September 20, 1978. No contamination 

was found that could be attributed to the pilot plant operation. 

ELIMINATION ANALYSIS 

An investigation of AEC-related operations at the former Mathieson 

Chemical Company site in Pasadena, Texas, was conducted to determine 

if the site was eligible for remedial action under FUSRAP. Records of 

the AEC Feed Materials Division stored in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and in 

Suitland, Maryland, were reviewed along with contract files. Analysis 

of the information collected resulted in the conclusion that the 

available data was insufficient to provide DOE with authority to 

conduct remedial action at this site (see March 8, 1984, letter, Wallo 

to Whitman, under References below). The contract has apparently been 

destroyed in accordance with standard records management procedures. 
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Cursory review of other records-groups indicates that it is not likely 

that duplicates of the contract or any other supportive materials will 

be found in future records searches. 

Some conclusions may be reached based on information and contracts 

relating to phosphate operations at other sites that are available. 

In general, the phosphate contracts were intended to support 

industrial research. The contractor usually owned the facilities. 

There was no direct AEC involvement other than review of the data. 

AEC had an obligation to purchase any uranium produced, but had no 

responsibility for the operation. of the sites or their final 

condition. The contractors were handling the same materials they 

normally handled in their everyday operations and AEC provided no 

special guidance (other than that pertaining to uranium accountability 

if any was to be produced). For the same reason, AEC did not specify 

any requirements for cleanup. 

Based on the information summarized in this report, DOE's Division 

of Facility and Site Decommissioning Projects has determined that it 

does not have authority to conduct remedial action at the former 

Mathieson Chemical Company if it were determined to be necessary and 

has eliminated the site from further consideration under FUSRAP. The 

Texas Department of Health has been informed of the status of the site 

and will oversee any remedial action taken by the site owner, Mobil 

Oil Corporation. The Environmental Protection Agency will also be 

informed of the DOE authority decision. 

REFERENCES 

0 Kaufman, H.E. (Olin Chemicals Group), to W.E. Mott (Department of 

Energy), letter of April 12, 1979. 

0 Oak Ridge National Laboratory, "Preliminary Survey of Olin 

Mathieson Chemical Corporation, Pasadena, Texas," March 1980. 
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0 Hinson, L.D. (Pasadena Chemical Corporation), to W.E. Mott 

(Department of Energy), letter of May 21, 1980. 

0 Vierzba, E.A. (The Aerospace Corporation), to W.E. Mott 

(Department of Energy), "Comments on the Report Entitled 

"Preliminary Survey of Olin Mathieson Chemical Corporation, 

Pasadena, Texas," July 16, 1980. 

0 Frangos, T.G. (Department of Energy), to S. Meyers (Department of 

Energy), "Designation for Remedial Action of the Pasadena Chemical 

Corporation (the Former Mathieson Chemical Company)" March 19, 

1981. 

0 Mott, W.E. (Department of Energy), to L.D. Hinson (Pasadena 

Chemical Corporation), letter of March 27, 1981. 

0 Mott, W.E. (Department of Energy), to D.K. Lacker (Texas 

Department of Health), letter of March 27, 1981. 

0 Bailey, E.D. (Texas Department of Health), to W.E. Mott 

(Department of Energy), letter of June 29, 1981. 

0 Mott, W.E. (Department of Energy), to E.D. Bailey (Texas 

Department of Health), letter of August 11, 1981. 

0 Bailey, E. (Texas' Department of Health), to J. Baublitz 

(Department of Energy), letter of December 6, 1983. 

0 Baublitz, J.E. (Department of Energy), to E.D. Bailey (Texas 

Department of Health), letter of January 26, 1984. 

0 Wallo III, A. (The Aerospace Corporation), to A. Whitman 

(Department of Energy), "Review of Material on the Pasadena 

Chemical Co. (sic) (Former Mathieson Chemical Co.) Site to Support 

DOE FUSRAP Eligibility Analysis," March 8, 1984. 
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April 12, 1979 

M r. W illiam E. Mott 
Acting Director 
Environmental Control Technology Division 
Department of Energy 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear M r. Mott: 

The following information has been developed in line with the 
questionaire enclosed with your letter of March 13th, 1979 on the 
AEC Project at Pasadena. 

1. The site is located on the Houston Ship Channel near Pasadena 
Texas. The mailing address is Olin Corporation, P. 0. Box 552, 
Pasadena, Texas 77501. 

2. SITE FUNCTIONS 

a.) The site was used to operate a small pilot plant which ex- 
tracted uranium from wet process phosphoric acid produced 
for fertilizer manufacture. 

b.) The facility was operated from mid 1951 through mid 1953. 

c.) The pilot plant was operated by Mathieson Chemical Company. 
Project Manager was Dr. M . E. M iller. He reported adminis- 
tratively to the Plant Manager and functionally to Dr. Carl 
Prutton. (Deceased) 

d.) The contract number is unknown. All records were destroyed 
after legal time limits expired. 

3. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

a.) The pilot plant was located in a section of a one story 
building used .as a process development facility. 

b.) The equipment was removed after the project was completed. 
The building is still standing. 

-- 



Mr. William E. Mott P-2 April 12, 1979 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

c.) The area was used as a work area by Process Technology groups 
until June, 1975 when a new building was constructed. 

d.) There were no offsite locations involved. Phosphoric acid 
was piped from process to the pilot plant and treated acid 
returned to ferti firer processing. 
yellow cake was produced. 

Less than 50 pounds of 

acid. 
This was recycled back into the 

OWNER HISTORY 

a,) Mathieson Chemical became Olin Mathieson Chemical Corporation 
in August of 1954. 
Corporation. 

In September of 1969 it became the Olin 

RADIOLOGICAL HISTORY AND STATUS I 

a.> 

b-1 

c-1 
d-1 

e-1 

No radioactivity monitoring was done during the test period. 
None was required by the then existing regulations. 

The equipment which consisted of vessels, pumps, and lines 
was removed after completion of the project. 
was scrapped. 

Presumably it 
No retards relating to this are available. 

Unknown. 

The contamination in the area is what would be expected in a 
phosphate producing plant. A survey made by Mr. Lewis M. 
Cook of the Texas Department of Health is enclosed. 

No specific decontamination was under taken at any time. 

CATAGORY AND STATUS 

a.) As indicated the building is basically idle. There are no 
plans to renovate or dismantle. 

REFERENCES 

a.) No records were retained. The above information was developed 
from conversations with some of the people involved in the 
project. 

Please let me know if you require further clarification. 

Very truly yours, 

’ P 
,‘, z +$--- 

H. E. Kaufman ' 
Manager of Governmental Affairs 

HEK/cms 
__ 



Texas Department of Health 
IbymonC T. Moore, M.D. 
Commissioner 

Pniiip M’. hlzllory, M.D. 
Dqm! Commissioner 

1103 west 49th Street 
Austin,, iew 7S756 

45&717 1 

arch 30, 1375 

E. E. KEufIGari, Yknager 
Governmen'zl A%~22 and 

zner~ 
Olir. ChemiczGs Group 
E. 0. BOX 552 
Pasadena, Texa.s 77501 

Members of the Board 

Robert D. Morcton, Chairmz 
William 1. Forar,, Vice-Chair 
Roderic M. Beli, Secrctrr) 
johnnit M. Benson 
E. jack Brown 
H. fuprtt Brown 
Ramiro Cars0 
Charles Max toie 
Francis A. Conlcy 
Ben M. Durr 
William 1. Eduvds 
Ravmond C. Garrett 
Bob D. Ctarc 
Birnchard T. Ho1lm.r 
Donald A. Herr, 
Maris LaManrir 
Philip Lewis 
Ray Santos 

Th.zL?? you for c&gbymyo ffice and discussing pour comptly's views about phoqhate til: 
+2;l~qs (gypsuIt). 

. 3ecause 0’ur survey of the plant on September 20, 1978 wz.5 only a purticl survey, we did 
not write a rep,*. 

. 
We, us we discussed last Septenber , were concerned ibout possible residual con.+bmimtion 
from the old Unha%an Engineering District tests condurted there mny yeers ago. 

Mr. C. R. Meyer of ouz regionef office and f condu-* ,Led a gam& ray radiation survey in 
the west end of the old ad&.nistration btiltig, the arms we were told the old &mhat*m 
project work wes cerried out. 

We found m contadnetion we could attribute to that o-pzation. Radiation levels were 
genprally less *slcri 30 ticro/%entgen per hour -1 .in that building. 

We ulso made a survey of the plan+ c where we found radiation levels generally less than 
~O/SI~&QIX, runghg from 10 to 6DD~q/ht of tie pipes below a circular filter. Xteadings 
over the gypsum were around 30 - 35pJbr. 

In short, the raditstion levels were net atypicel of those fdtmd in other plants re-ported 
in the literature . 

If you rewe furthpr informc”bn or desire to discuss yor;c plans further, please do not 
hesitate to call or come by. 

Znvironnen*d Smeillance 
Radiation Control Branch 
Division of Occupationz.3 Health 

ahi! trr+i a+4 hh h0c-hl 
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PRELIMINARY SURVEY OF 
OLIK NATHIESON CHEMICAL CORPOPATION 

Pasadena, Texas 

. 
ir!ork performed 

by the 
Health and Safety Research Division 

Oak Ridge Nationel Laboratory 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37330 

Narch 1980 

OAK RIDGE NATlONkL LABGRATORY 
operated by 

WIOi\' CARBJDE CCRPOtiTION 
for the 

DEPARTIE;\!T OF ENERGY 
as part of the 

Fomerly Utilized Sites- 
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O L IN  MAT i i IESDN C H E M IC A L  C O R P O R A T IO N  
P a s a d e n a , Texas  

', . 

A t th e  reques t o f th e  D e p a r tm e n t o f E n e r g y  (DO E ), 2  pre l iminary  
survey wes  pe r fo r m e d  a t th e  O l in M a th ieson  C h e m ical  Co rpo ra tio n  p l an t in  = ’ 
P a s a d e n a , Texas  (see  F ig . 1 )  , o n  N o v e m b e r  1 8 , 1 9 7 7 , t0  assess th e  rad i  o -  
log ica l  sta tus  o f th o s e  fa .cilities  u tilize d  u n d e r  a n  A tomic E n e r o y  

to m m issi o n  raw  mz ter i  21s  con trac t fo r  2  per i  o d  d e te rm ined  to  b e  du r i ng  
th e  ear ly  1 ,0 5 0 ~ . M . S . D a v e n p o r t, P lan t fd a n a g e r  , p rov i  d e d  in fo r m a tio n  
2s  to the na tu re  o f work  pe r fo r m e d  a n d  t he  l oca tio n  o f faci l i t ies 

u tilize d . T . C o o k , w h o  ,wo rked  in  Q u rl?ty A ssurance  a lso  p rov ided  in for -  
m a tio n  as  to  th e  h is tory  o f m a ter ia l  p rocessed  ai  th is  site . 

f rom i n fon r re ti o n  o b ta i n e d  fro m  rev iew o f fi 1  es  o f con trac ts a n d  in  
d iscuss ions he ld  du r i ng  t he  survey, th e  work  conduc ted  a t th e  P a s a d e n a  
site  invo lved  a  bench - typ e  p i  lo t o p e r a tio n  des i gned  to  ex trac t U ,O , 
fro m  p h o S p h O r i  C  aci  d  g e n e r a te .d  du r i ng  th e  process ing  o f p h o s p h a te  rock. 
N D  in fo r m a tio n  was  ava i lab le  as  to th e  exac t a m o u n ts o f U ,D, p r o d u c e d  

no r  as  to  th e  rad i  0 1  og i  C a l C o n d iti ens  o f th e  fac i  1  i ty at th e  cu tm ina ti o n  

o f th e  p ro jec t a t w h ich tim e  th e  p i lo t p l an t was  d i sman tle d  (be l ieved  to  
h a v e  b e e n  in  1 9 5 5 ) . 

P resen t Use  o f Fac i  1  i ties  

T h e  faci l i ty u tilize d  i n  th e  p ro jec t cons is te d  o f a  s ing le  r o o m  

app rox im2 te ly  1 2  x 1 4  ft ( see  F ig . 2 ) . Th is  r o o m  cur ren tly con ta ins  a n  
L - s h a p e d  l abo ra tory  b e n c h  (wi th  s ink) ad jac ,n  * t to  tw o  w a ll s a n d ’ a  chemi  ca l  
h o o d  loca te d  o n  a  th i rd  wal l .  This  facil i ty was  pa r t o f a n  o ld  p rocess  

techno logy  a n d  anelys is  l abo ra tory . T h e  r o o m  is cu r ren tly u s e d  fo r  

s tor ing jan i tor ic l  e q u i p m e n t. P lans  a re  cur ren tly u n d e m a y  to  d e m o 1  ish 
. t he  bu i ld ing . 

Resu l ts o f P rel  im inary  S u rvey 

T h e  pre l iminzry  survey was  conduc te d  by  F . f. H a y W o o d  o f th e  O a k 
R idge  N a tiona l  L a b o r a tory  a n d  W . T . Tho rn to n  o f th e  D e p a r tm e n t o f Ene rgy -  
O a k  R i d g e  O p e ra tions  O ffice. A n  exp lo ra tory  rad ia tio n  survey o f th e  o n e  
r o o m  was  m a d e . Th is  survey  cons is te d  o f (1  >  d i rec t a l p h a  a n d  b e ta - g a m m a  

m e r s u r e m e n ts a n d  (2)  co1  lecti o n  o f res idue  samp les  fro m  th e  a reas  o f 
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tne sink where elevated alpha and beta-gamma readings were noted (see 

Fi’g. 3). The maximum di rect alpha reading was 3000 dpm/lOO cm2 on 

inside surfaces of the sink and presumed to be inside the drain opening 

of the sink. The inside of + ‘his opening was inaccessible beyond about = 
15 cm, which prohibited fu rther assessment of the contamination level. 
The corresponding be Z-gamma dose-rate reading was about 0.4 mrad/hr at 
the same 1 ocati on and was a? SD the highest reading found in the faci 1 i ty. 

Analytical results of 2 residue sample taken from the bench area 
around the sink and from an inside surface of the sink are presented in 
72Cle 1. No i nfor;;lati on was obtained as to the di spositi on of pi I ot 
pl ant equi pmen’ L contained in this facility following culmination of the 
prcjeci. 

In view of survey results, when the sink and accessible drain are 
removed from this faci 1 i ty, they should be handled as contaminated 
material with disposal at an approved burial site, prior to the release 
of the sj:e for unrestricted use. 
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Fig. 1. Location of 'h L e Olin kthieson Chemical Corporation in Pasadena,, Texas. 
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Fig. 2. Views of inside of room showing 
I& bench with sink and chemical hood. 
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300 dpm a in bench area 
(average)" 
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'ODD-3000 dpm a irpide sink 
(average ) 

3000 dpm a insite sink 
(maximum) 

0.M mrad/hr 8/y 1’n bench area 
(average) 

0.08 mrad/hr &/y in bench Erca 
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'Estimated activity per 100 CR?. 

0.3 mradlhr s/y inside sink 
(average) 

0.4 mrad/hr B/Y inside sink 
(maximum) 
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Fig. 3. Plan view of the former O lin Pilot Plant. 
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. Table 1. 

Radionuclides .Conc'entration for sample Concentration for sample 
irom bench area (pCi/g) from 'sink (pCi/g) 

. 

t2 7~~ 

8.56 

4.90 

1.05 

9.67 

41.3 

185 
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@ ‘: &zxiena Chemicb Corporation . P.0 BOX 2.447 
PASADENk. TEXAS 7750’ 
TELEPHONE (7!3t 4;2-3t6 

May 21, 1980 

. 

Mr. William E. Mott, Director 
Environmental Control 
Technology Division 
Office of Environment 
Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20545 

Dear Mr. Mart: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 5, 1980, trans- 
mitting the preliminary radiological data obtained by your contractor 
during the survey of a portion of the Pasadena Chemical Corporation 
(formerly Olin Corporation) plant site in March of 1980. 

As recommended in the contractor's report, we will treat the pilot 
plant's sink and accessibie drain as cuntauinated material atId Wili 
dispose of them in an approved burial site if they are removed from 
the facility in the future. 

Very truly yours, 

PASADENA CHEMICAL CORPORATLOS 

Plant Manager 

lm 

cc: J. L. Murray, Jr. 
. 
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THE AEROSPACE CORPORATIOK \/ &=I I 
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20030 Cenlury Blvd., GerruanIouw, Aiary!and 20717, Telepbom: (30: ) <26-2700 

784S-02.80.eav.13 
16 July 1980 r,/ 
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? , 

&S /t 

Dr. William E. Mott 
Acting Director 
Envirofimental & Safety Engineering 
Division 
U.S. Department of Energ) 
Germantown, Maryland 20767 

Dear Dr. Mott: 
CObDlEhTS Of\: THE REPORT ENTITLED 

"PRELIMIN.4RY SURVEY OF 
OLIN MATHIESON CHEMICAL 

CORPORATION, PASADENA, TEXAS" 
Aerospace has reviewed the letter report cited above, Our comments are 
attached. 

In view of the fact that the State of Texas would like additional surve) 
assistance from the Department of Energy, and in view of the minor 
contamination found, it is suggested that no survey be conducted until 
after removal of the sink and drain-line is completed. 

The site is currently used, but mainly for storage purposes. Contrar) 
to the plans at the time of the survey, there are no plans to demolish 
the building, according to John L. Murray, Jr., Manager of Environmental 
Affairs with Pasadena Chemiczl Corporation.. 

There is the possibility that this site may warrant consideration 2s a 
candidate for remedial action. It is also recommended that the State be 
notified of suggested restrictions regarding the removal of the sink 2nd 
drain-line, 

If you have any questions on the attached comments, plezse contact me at 
428-4716. 

EAY/pa 
Attachment - 2s stated 
cc: J. Counts 

D. Mayhem 
C. D. Jackson 
A. Abriss 
L. C. Brazley 
R. Cooperstein 
A. Whitman 
R. Barber 

Sincerely, 
-4.44 

Edmund A. Vierzba 
Environmental Control 2nd Analysis 
Directorate 

. 
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bee: T. Iura (w/O] 
A. D. Abbott (w/o: 
F. \i. Hoch 
R. L. Johnson (w/t 
S. Rosenzweig (k./( 
Ir' . McNulty 
J. S. Dock 
A. Wall0 III 
f.- a-.-.-- 



COWEhTS OK THE REPORT 
EhTITLED "PRELIMIKAR\ 

SURJ'EY OF OLIN MATHIESOK 
CHEMICAL CORPORATlOr;, 

PASADENA, TEXAS" 

Tne letter report is concise and well-written. A question and 2 comment 
were raked by the report. 

1. IS there any explanation for the high AC-227 concentration in the sink? 
The value of 185 pCi/g appears high for 2 phosphate operation. 

2. It is not clear from the report that only the bench, drain-line and 
sink were found to have surface contamination above background. It 
should be stated that the floor and walls were found within typical 
background levels, if such is the case. 
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Des?gnatlon fur Rmed:al Actton of th- 0 Pasadena Chenjcal Col'pors tIon (the 
Formr F'athf eson Cheeical Coxpsny) 

Shetdm Reyers, NE-33 , ark c P . . . . . . GATE 

The fomer P'!thfeson Chcnlcal Co~pazy, Pasadena, Texas (presently called 3 :" 
Pasadena Chen!cat Corpnrat:on), Is hereby designated for remedial action under ~7~5 

k the Fomerly Wl~tod Sftcs Reaed:el kction Program. Ue note that this facili ,&: 
was utiI$red under an At&c Enmg;' Comfssfon (i<EC) contract for a period 
durino the early 13%'~; however, 2.~ have no& * been able to locate the 
6ecau;e ft her not been E: tab1 ished that the contmination 
of work done under the AE; contract, it dots not appear that the Dcpartmnt 
has the authorfty under exIsttng ‘ieglslatfon to conduct remedial 
our ongoing record search should result fn any add3 ttonal fnformation on 
faNi ty we will nc,l;ify you. 

In view of the location and ma$nItudc of the contan~natlon Involved, 
that ff remedial action ts t&en at the facf1Wy it be given a 'low prjority. 
Attached for your use is a prel inlnary survey of the facijfty and a letter 

ET+ 

the plant mamger Sn whfch h, D coml ts to treating the plant's sink and drain 
(oniy cuntarnination found during the surveyj as contacinated matc~~ei. ::e 
notifylng the Texas Departmnt of Hea?,th of th, e situation at the facility 
remmending that they assume responrib<lity for its regulat:on. 

sized *. 
Thoncs 6. Franps, Director 
9ffice of Environnental 

Conplb~ce and Overvfew (EWPJj 

2 A,tbchnents 

cc: Fred Haywood, 0%X 
Wftliara Mbb, OR 
&ftPp-m* 

EP-141:GPTuri:dr:353-2766:3/11/8l:DF-92 I 
I,; 
. 
E 

a 

i 
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MAR 2 7 t98! 

t*r. L. D. tfinson 
PI ant Xanager 
Pasadena Chenical Corporation 
P. 0. Box 3447 
Pasadena, Texas 77501 

Dear Kr. Hfnson: 

I acknowledge recefpt of your letter of Kay 21, 79X), and your int2ntIon to 
treat the pilot plant's sink and drain es contaninst2d nat2rfal. Zascd 07 the 
radlological survey conducted at the fscllity under the Fomcrly Utilized Sites 
Rc:1zdial fiction Prorjrm, the Ccpartxnt of Ener?_v has determined t!lat your 
facility should SC consIdered for rmedial actlon. Hok!ever, we cannot iocatc 

the origfnsl contract and thorcfore are not able to establish that the corrtani- 
nati on prescn t at the facility is a result of brarl: done under the ?;tor;iic Eccr?~: 
Comlssion contract, Consquently, It does n3t appecr that the Dcr?nrtriWlt has 
the authorjty under exIstin leg<s\ation to conduct rcxdial action. Kc will 
lnfom ycu if our ongoing record search results in significant add1 Mona1 
inforrrutIon or if le?lslstion Is enacted into law wh4c!l would give the bpzrtcer 
authority to conduct rczedi al actIon. In th: menttfme, we hsvc informed the 
Texas i)eTartsmt of Itcal th of the radiological status of your facility (sno 
encl os2d letter). Should you have any questions, i)lcase contcct Gale 'Tut-i ( 3211 
353-2766) of my staff or myself (391-353-3015). 

. 
Sincerely, 

G:ipf?-$ +~,-:r h .. \ .‘ ' I 

Enclosure 
R. W. Ramsey, NE-301 

bee: Steve Miller, CC-34 
Aerospace 
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Department of Energy ‘. .’ 
Washington, D.C. 20545 

MAR 2 7 1981 
Div of Ox Hcllh 

r+!r . David K. Lacker, Director 
Division of Occupational Health 

and Radiation Control 
Texas Department of Health 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756 

Dear Mr. Lacker: 

On April 4, and October 30, 1980, 1 transmitted information to you on the 
Pasadena Chemical Corporation (the former Mathieson Chemical Company) and the 
Department of Energy Program for sites formerly used by the f&nhattan Engineer 
District and Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) in the Nation's nuclear energy 
program. Based on the enclosed radio1 ogical survey report of the Pasadena 
Chemical Corporation site, the Department has determined that the facility 
should be considered for remedial action. 

The Mathieson Chemical Company was operated under an AEC contract in the early 
1950's; however, we are unable to locate the ccntract. Because it has not been 
established that the residual radioactive material present at the facility is a 
result of work performed under the AEC contract, it does not appear that the 
Department has the authority under existing legislation to conduct remedial-- 
activities. Accordingly, we recommend that the Texas Department of Health 
assume responsibility for regulating the residual radioactive material at the 
facility. 

Please contact Gale Turi (301-353-2766) of rni staff or myself (301-353-3076) for 
any further discussion of this matter that you feel necessary. 

Sincerely, 

,‘/ ! r ’ I .‘I I. 
i , .’ 

William E. Mott, Director 
Environmental and Safety 

Engineering Division (EP-14) 
Office of Environmental Protection, 

Safety, and Emergency Preparedness 

Enclosure 
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Texas De ‘eal th 
Robert Bernstein, M.D., F.A.C.P. 
Commissioner 

i 100 West 4 9th Street 
Austin, Texas 70756 

(572)458-7711 

Roben A MacLean, M.D. 
Deputy Commissioner 

June 29, 1981 7,:. / 

Hr. W illiam  E. Mott, Director 
Envfronmental and Safety 

Engineering Division (EP-14) 
Office of Environmental Protection, 

Safety, and Emergency Preparedness 
Department of Energy 
WaShington, D.C. 20555 

Dear M r. Mott: 

Thank you very much for your letter of Harch 27, 1981, to David K. Lackey 
regarding the Pasadena Chemical Corporation (the former Mathieson 
Chemical Company) site. 

We are disturbed that you feel that this site is not eligible for 
Department of Energy (DOE) remedial activities. It is our ophion 
that the contamination present at the site is a direct result of 
the Federal gave rument's nuclear energy program  conducted ruder the 
auspices of the Banhattan Engineer District (HED) and the Atomic Energy 
comission &EC). .The Preliminary Sumey attached to pour letter 
clearly reflect the presence of radionuclides that one would expect to 
be associated with an uranium  recovery facility of that t* period. 

Historical documents and interviews indicate that the pilot uranium  
recovery unit and associated support facilities were phased out around 
1955, about 8 years before the State of Texas assumed regulatory control 
over radioactive materials in 1963. A  reviev of our license files 
indicates that Texas Radioactive Material License No. 4-742 was issued 
on September 23, 1964, based upon an application frm  the company dated 
June 3, 1964. This license was for the possession and use of a 500 
m illicurie Cesiuzw137 sealed source in a Nuclear Chicago Corporation 
gauge. At no time from  then until the licanse vas term inated on 
August 19, 1981, vas any other radionuclide authorized by Texas license. 

Based upon our investigation of this. site, ve can&t help but conclude, 
even in the absence of copies of contracts between HED or AEC and 
Xathieson Chemical Company, that the radioactive contamination measured 
at the facility axists as a result of the contact work performed by 
Mathieson Chemical Company for HED/AEC. Therefore, we cannot accept your 
implied conclusion that DOE has no responsibility for remedial action 
at the site. We fail to see how the inability to locate paperwork can 
in any way relieve DOE of its legal responsible (or authority) to 
conduct remedial action activities at this site. 



. Mr. William E. Mott 
June 29, 1981, 
Page 2 

Although we disagree with you about who is responsible for remedial action 
at this site, we are prepared to work vith DOE and the company in 
every way we can to get the site decontaminated as soon as possible. 

~gnggg:tion 
and Standards 

cc: G. Wayne Kerr, USNRC 
M. S. Davenport, Pasadena Chemical Corporation 
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Department of Energy ,. _. 
Washington, D.C. 20545 

Mr. Edgar D. Bailey, Director 
Division of licensing, 

Re.gistration and Standards 
Texas Department of Health 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 76756 

. 
: 

Dear Mr. Bailey: 

This is in response to your June 29, 1981, letter regarding the Pasadena 
Chemical Corporation site (the former Mathieson Chemical Company). Of 
interest to you, this site was designated for remedial action under the 
Department's Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program on March 19, 
1981, because of the possibility that residual radioactive material found 
at the facility was a result of work performed under an Atomic Energy Com- 
mission contrqct. 

The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed the information in your 
June 29th letter. It has reaffirmed its position that the Department does 
not have the authority to conduct remedial activities until additional leg- 
islation is .passed by the Congress. As we stated in our March 27, 1981, 
letter, we are unable to establish conclusively that the residual radio- 
active material present at the facility is or is not a result of work per- 
formed under the Atomic Energy CorrPnission contract. Further, without the 
contract, we cannot establish whether the Government-controlled operations 
at the site included responsibility for removal of residual radioactive 
material. 

J am forwarding a copy of your letter to Mr. Robert W. Ramsey, Jr., the 
Remedial Action Program Project Leader, in the Office of Nuclear Energy. 
Mr. Ramsey is responsible for the conduct of the Department's remedial 
activities. You may wish to discuss the Pasadena Chemical Corporation 
situation with him (301-353-5272) or with Mr. Steven Miller (202-252-6947) 
of the Office of General Counsel. 

Sincerely, 

('( I /I;'(. C‘. ,zg-- 

William E. Mott 
Office of Operational 

Safety (EP-32) 

cc: R. W. Ramsey, NE-30.1, USDOE 
-. ._. -_ . 



Texas Department of Health 
Robert Bernstein, M.D., FACP. 
Commissioner 

t loo west 49th street 
Austin, Texas 78756 

(St 2) 458-71 t t 

Radiation Control 
(512) 8357ocxl 

Robert A. MacLean, M.D. 
Deputy Commissioner : 
Professional Services 

Hermq L. Milier. 
Deputy Commissioner - 
Management 2nd Administhon 

December 6, 1983 

Mr. John Baublitz, Director 
Division of Remedial Action Projects 
Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy (NE-24) 
Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 2054 5 

Dear Ms. Baublitz: 

We have noted with interest that the Pasadena Chemical Company, Pasadena, 
Texas, has been mentioned in connection with the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Prograrr: (FUSRAP) in two recent reports: Spent Fuel and 
Radioactive Waste Inventories, Projections, and Characteristics 
(DOE/NE-0017/2) and Report on the Follow-Up Inspection of the Formerly 
Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (DOE/IG0199). 

From a series of letters between this Bureau and William E. Mott on 
March 27, 1981, June 29, 1981, and August 11, 1981, (copies attached), 
we had been led to believe that the Pasadena Chemical Company had been 
dropped from consideration in connection with FUSRAP. We are very happy 
to see that it has not. 

We appreciate an update on the current status of and plans for this site 
and any guidance you can provide 5n re_patd to vhat act5vitie.s this Bureau 
should be taking in connection with the site. 

Sincerely, 

and Standards 
Bureau of Radiation Control 

Enclosures 

cc: M. S. Dhvenport, Pasadena Chemical Company 
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Mr. Edgar Il. Bailey, Director 
Division of Licensing, Registration 

and Standards 
Bureau of RadIatlon Control 
Texas Department of Health 
11OC Dest 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756 

GC 

Millet 
Dear Vr. Dailey: 

1 an: replying to your letter of December 6, 1983, relative to maintaining 
the Pasadena Chemi ccl Company, Pasadena, Texas, In the Formerly Utilized 
Sites Remedial Action Program (FL&RAP). Dr. Mtt's letters of Varch 27, 
1911, and August 11, 1981, stated that, although the sfte was "designated' 
for remedial action on March 19, '!$I81 (that is, it shouTd be considered for 
remedial action), the Department of Energy's [POE) Office of General Counsel 
concluded from review of ava'ilable records #at there is insufficient docu- 
mentation to provide us the necessary authority to conduct remedial actfon 
at the site. Therefore, DOE has no plans to conduct remedial actjon at the 
Pasadena Chemical Company site. 

The reports'that you n;entioned in your letter were based on out-of-date 
information, and included some sites, such as the Pasadena Chemjcal Company, 
where DCE cannot establish author1 ty based on documentation, but which were 
included fn a draft legislative prDpDsar for congressional authorfzation 
prepared by DOE. This draft legislation is no longer being proposed for 
submtttal to Congress. Therefore, we suggest that the State of Texas, 
Deparbnent of Health, should take the appropriate action to remove the 
radioactive contamination from thfs ,dte. It appears that removal and 
disposal of the contanineted sink and drains as low-level radioactive waste 
would be the approprjate course of action to take to rectify the situation. .-- 
The DOE ~111 provide technical advlce to the State on the cleanup, tf YOU 
wish. Please call Mr. Arthur 3. Whitman of my staff (301-353-5439) if there 
are any technical questions, or contact Mr. Steven MTler (202-252-6947) of 
the Office of General Counsel, regarding the ouestion qf authority. 

bee: 
S. Miller, 
E. Keller, 
A. Whitman 
Aerospace 

NE-73 (4) 
NE-24 RF 
Whitman RF 

CC-34 * 
OR 

NE-24 

'Comments incl 
Sincerely, 

uded 
Original 

J. L. S,:lltz 
John E. Raublitr, Dl rector 
Divfsion of RemecHal Actfon Projects 
@ffice of TerMnaT \!aste Disposal 

and Remedfal Action 
Office of Nuclear Energy 

l/23/1 

'9: 
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7086-01.84.aw.12 
8 March 1984 

Mr. Arthur Whitman 
C)ffic2 of Nucierr Energy, NE-24 
Division of Remediai Acti on 

m  2.S. Department 07 Energy 
Germantown, Maryland 20545 

Dear Mr. Whitman: 

REVIS OF MATERIAL ON THE PASADENA tHE!!ICAL CO. (FORMER 
MAii+iESON OHE??IOAL CD.) SITE TO SiJPPORT DOE FUSRAP 

ELIGIBILITY ANALYSIS 

Encloseti pl ease Tind a summary reoort preoared to support your determination 
of ei igibil ity or ineligibility for FUSRAP oi the former !Q’,hfeson Ckmical 
Co. site in Pasadena, Texas. The material reviewed and coilected to *iate 
contains insufficient information to supgort inclusion and based upon -a 2TTorts to identiTy additional data, it appears that it is not likely tnat 
anv material suoportinc inclusion in WRAP will be identified in the 
future. If jt js de&mined by your ofii ce that this site is not 211 tible 
fur XSRAP, I believe we should meet ~3 discuss the next step in not?Tying 
the aoorupriate parties. 

As you know, Mr. Miller and you have reviewed a preliminary draft of the 
enclosure. Yr. P!iiier nas given tcntati ve apwovai ci thi s version. i1 ees2 
contact me wit5 comments or questions concernfnp this miiteria7. 

Sincerely, 
-,j ‘& 

ProSect Enci neer 
Environmental Cmtrois and Analysis 

Directorate 
Fat-nrn Technical Division CII w- 

,AW : f ; 
Enclosure 
cc : J. Baubl itt 

E. DeLaney 
J, Jennings (w!/c) 
i -. yryjey- 

bee : P. Sauer 
3. Fritz 
F. #ZO C:7 T 
;j: 

iura (w/o) 
Jennison 

'i . johnson (w/o) 
?. !Yartino 
F. Newman fwjo; 
r L. v3ung 



FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL 
ACTION PROGRAM INELIGIBILITY REPORTS 

PASADENA CHEMICAL COMPANY,PASADENA,TEXAS 
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FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL 
ACTION PROGR.4M INELIGIBILITY REPORT 

FORMER MATHIESDN CHEiuICPIL COMPANY (PASADENA CHEMICAL), 
PASADENA, TEXAS 

Introduction and Summary 

An investigation of PIEC-related operations at the former Mathieson 
Chemical Company site in Pasadena, Texas, was conducted to determine if the 
site wzs eligible for remedial action under FUSRPIP. Records of the AEC Feed 
Materia!s Division stored in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and in Suittand, Maryland, 
were reviewed along with contract files. The analysis of information collected 
indicated there was insufficient data identified to provide DOE authority to 
conduct remedial action at this site. Cursory review of other records groups 
further indicates that it is not likely that the contract or any other supportive 
materials will be found in future records searches. 

Reason for Investigation 

The Mathieson Chemical Company site was identified as an AEC contractor 
during initial FUSRAP investigations. The site was investigated to determine if 
it qualified for remedial action. 

Background on LMathieson Chemical Company (Pasadena Chemical) 

Mathieson Chemical Company had a research and development contract 
from mid-l 95 1 to mid-l 953 with AEC to develop a process for extracting 
uranium from the phosphoric acid stream of a phosphate feniiizer plant. The 
contract includeti bench-scale pilot plant operations and produced less than 50 
pounds of uranium. A few memoranda exist thar discuss the project or contract 
but it appears the contract has been destroyed. 

-.-.- -. __- 



The site is located on the Houston Ship Channel near Pasadena, Texas. The 
pilot was located in a single room in a one-story building used as a process 
development facility and analysis laboratory. The equipment was removed after 
the project was completed (about I9 55). The room currently contains an 
L-shaped iaboratory bench (with sink) running along two walls and a chemical 
hood located on a third wall. The room is now being used for storage of janitorial 
equipment. 

ttlathieson Chemical Company became Oiin Mathieson Chemical Corporation 
in August 1954. In September 196Y, the name changed to Olin Corporation. The 
site is now owned by Pasadena Chemical Corporation. 

Oak Ridge Operations Office and Oak Ridge National Laborator)l personnel 
visited the site on November 18, 1977. Results of this preliminary survey 
indicated the presence of low-level contamination in the sink and drain. 
Eilthough no real potential for exposure to persons under present use exists? it is 
recommended that these structures, when removed, be handled as contaminated 
materia!, and disposed of at an approved burial site. 

The Texas Depanment of Health conducted a gamma ray radiation survey of 
the old Atomic Energy Commission pilot @ant area on September 20, 1978. No 
contamination was found that could be attributed to the pilot plant operation. 

The current owner of the facility has indicated to DOE that the 
contaminated structures wili be disposed of in the appropriate manner if the 
structure is modified. The Department of Energy (DOE) has notified the State of 
Texas of the findings at this site. 

Analvsis 

Only minimal records on this site were identified. The data reviewed to date 

does not indicate that DOE predecessor agencies had any responsibility for this 
site orher than supplying some suppiementai funds for the development of a 
process to extract uranium from phosphoric acid. No contract for this operation 

2 



has been identified. It appears the process under deveiapment belonged to 
Mathieson and it does not appear that it was developed beyond the research and 
deveiopment (R&D) stage. Contamination found on the site could be the result 
of the process R&D work because it is higher in uranium than in radium as would 
be expected from the process being developed. 

Factors Required for Inclusion 

During records searches and analysis to support DOE determinations 
regarding authority for remedial action, the need for and pertinence of specific 
materials are assessed considering five questions used by DOE in an authority 
review. A summary of the questions and implications of the data collected to 
date with regard to the questions are provided below. 

1. Was the site/operation owned by a DOE predecessor or did a DOE 
predecessor have significant control over the operations or site? 

The site was not owned, operated or controlled by DOE predecessors. 

2. Was a DOE predecessor agency responsible for maintaining or ensuring 
the health and safety and environment at the site (Le., were they 
responsible for deanup)? 

There is no evidence to indicate DOE was responsible for site health, 
safety, or cleanup. 

3. Is the waste, residual, or radioactive material on the site the result of 
DOE predecessor related operations? 

It cannot be conclusively determined that the contamination in the 
drains resulted from AK contract work; however, it is possible. 

4. Is the site in need of further deanup and was the site left in 
unacceptable condition as a result of DOE predecessor related 
activities? 

Drains are contaminated with uranium and its daughter products in 
excess of NRC guidelines for surface contamination at facilities 
released for unrestricted use; however, they presently pose no health 
hazard. 
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5. Did the present owner accept responsibility for the site with knowledge 
of its contaminated condition and that additional remedial measures 
are necessary before the site is acceptable for nonrestricted use by the 
general public? 

There is insufficient data to assess the current owner’s responsibility 
for any remedial measures if needed. 

4 


